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Company protested the award of a cost plus incentive
fee contract on several contentions, The record does not support
the contention that the contracting agency withheld date from
the protester which was known to its competitor or that
technical proposals were evaluated using data cther than that
furnished to all ofterors. The agency's conclusion that the
protester's proposed use of au untested design involved more
risk than its competitor's use of a tested design was
reasonable. Parametric and other cost-estinating techniques NaB
legitimately be used by an agency to determine the credibility
of each offeror's production estimates and most probable cost to
the Government. (Author/SC)
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DIGEST:

1. Record does not support contention that contracting agency
withheld data from protester which was known so its competi-
tor, or that technical proposals were evaluated using data
other than that furnished all offerors, or that protester's
competitor was given credit for design features which were
not included in RFP.

2. Agency's conclusion that protester's proposed uwe of untested
design involved risk as measured against competitor's use of
tested design is reasonable.

3. Parametric and other cost estimating techn'iques may legiti-
mnately be used by agency to determine credibility of each
ofteror's production estimates and most probable cost to the
Government.

Teledyne Ryan Aeronautical (Teledyne) protnsts the award to
the Boeing Company of an Air Force cost plus incentive fee (CPIF)
contract for the design, development, fabrication and test of a
Remote Piloted Vehicle (RPV) for the Compass Cope Program.

Teledyne's basis of protest is in essence that hi) Boeing acquired
a competitive advantage by performing studies which gave it knowl-
edge of the payload volume requirements for the aircraft and by being
given credit for design features which it prepared as a result; (ii)
Boeing was given credit for prototype performance which was not an
evaluation criterion, while Teledyne was not, and (iii) the Air Force
used cost comparison techniques that were lackLng in credibility.

Background

A contract was awarded to Boeing on July 19. 1971, to design.
fabricite and test two prototype aircraft, and a contract was awarded
to Teledyne on June 13, 1972, requirinp the modification of two
AQM-91A aircraft to the "appropriate' configuration and for flight
demonstration. The firms were also furnished different engines
by the Government for use in their respective prototypes so that
as between the contractors there was no common base from which
to measure performance. According to the Air Force, both con-
tracts were successfully concluded, and the feasibility of the con-
cept sufficiently demonstrated. Additional studies were subsequently
funded for both firms as a result of unsolicited proposals. Boeing
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was awarded a contract on December 20, 1974, for systems engineer-
ing studies, and Teledyne was awarded a contract on December 20,
1974. for further flight testing "to further define the Talar Semi-
Automatic landing equipment, demonstrate an operational payload
capacity and establish ari interface with the Fedema Aviation Agency."
In addition, Boeing completed further studies "to develop data on
applicability of military specifications, handbooks, and standards,
on design to cost; on serviceability/vulnerability; and on digital sys-
tern control redundancy. " All the foregoing efforts are reported to
have been successfully concluded. Both firmi were informed of
the otter's activities, with Boeing attending the Teledyne flight
tests and Teledyne attending all Government reviews of the Boeing
systems engineering studies.

The Air Force advises that, eiih firm received the completed
report of the other firm's "extended" activities, except for certain
cost and design data which were deleted from the Boeing report as
proprietary iniformation. Although Teledyne sought the deleted
information through the Air Forre prog. ra office, access was
denied upon the determination that the deleted material was "pro-
prietavy or configuration sensitive. " Teledyne was so t advised by
letter dated January 15, 1975, and according to the Air Force, no
further mention of that fact was made to the program office until
the current protest. In addition, Boeing participated in another
engineering study which, although not directly related to the Com-
pass Cope program, forms the basis for Teledyne's "competitive
advantage" argument.

Because of the above-mentioned studies, Boeing and Teledyne
were considered to be the only firms qualified to participate in the
instant competition. Request for proposals (RFP) F33657-76-R-0342
was issued to Teledyne and Boeing on April 23, 1976. As set forth in
the RFP, selection was to be accomplished ii the following manner:

"Basis for Award. Selection of the Compass Cope
contractor wvil be made on the basis of an integrated
assessment by the Source Selection Authoiity of the
proposals submitted in response to RFP F33657-76-
R-0342. In essence, the integrated assessment will
involve a determination by the government of the
overall value of each proposed system measured in
terms of system capability in context with systeir
costs, recognizing that subjective judgment on the
part of the government evaluators is implicit in the
entire proce.ss. Throughout the evaluation, the gov-
ernment wil consider 'Corrnction Potential' when a
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deiUciency to identified in the proposalt Selection
will be based on the following Uiree items listed in
their relative order of importance.

(1) The technical excellence and appropriate-
ness of the design to meet the stated operational
performance requirements and goals.

(2) The most probable cost to the government
to acquire, operate and support the systems in
accordance with the operational scenarios provided.

(3) The ability to manage anid produce the
syiterm to meet the stated requirements and goals."

In addition, the RFP stated that the "Offrror's submitted
cost and pricing information covering the development program,
Design-To-Cost (DTC) goalt Not to Exceed' (NTE) prdpoual and
Operationm and Support Cotta will be reviewedand evaluated'to
determine reasonableness, realism Acd completeness in context
with the proposed technical/minageimient approaches. " Offerors
were also, advised that emphasis would be placedibn deterr.ihing the
most probable cost for the deivelopment program by the 'use of com-
parative anal$is technique's; that the 'proposed DTC goals, NTE
amounts and operation andisupport information will be compared to
relevant portions of the development proposal for consistency; and
that comparisons would be made between proposals and government
coat estimates and parametric data to ascertain realism.

After initial evaluation of both proposals were made by the
Source Selection Committee, and cited deficiencies corrected by
the offerors, technical and cost discuujiona were held withfboth
firms. Best and final offers were redei'&ed on Au'gust 23,, 19'76.
The Air Force s6taes that both firmsaj'ewe found to be te'dinicallv
aerteptable. Hdiwever, among other';tlahgs, thetnoeing desigi rr;-
rided a detachablei nose payload compartment with almost twice the

volume required bythe RFP, so that the imultiple payloads, up to
2.,000 pounds required by the specification could beicarried in the
primary compartment initead of in other locations in the vehicle
or in fuselage or wing'pdds as in the Teledyne design. In addition,
the Boeing design provided an emergency power unit which provides
thrust and thus improved "comie home" capabilities in aertain
Instances in the event of engine failure, instead of merely furnish-
ing electrical power to support equipment control and glide cap.a-
bility as in the Teedyne design. The Air Force considered these
features as offering substantial advantages in the air vehicle design.
Also, the detachable nose section was considered to offer operational
advantages. Finally, Boeing's most probable cost was estimated to
ie somewhat lower than Teledyne's.

x. - 3-
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On August 26, 1976, the Source Selection Authority (SSA) made
the decision to award the contract to Boeing, and the necessary approv-
als were obtained on Angust 27, 1970. The contract Was awarded with
notice to Teledyne on the same date. 'rhe Air Force status that notice
of the protest by Teledyne was received on August 30, 197G.

teledyne was advised that award was made to Boeing because:

"a. The technical excellence and appropriateness
of their proposed design to meet the stated opera-
tional performance requirements and goals was
judged best.

"b. The most probable cost to the government to
acquire, operate and support their proposed sys-
tems in accordance with the operational scenarios
[stated In detail in the RFP] 'wrs judged best."

Competitive Advantage

Teledyne asserts that Boeing gained a significant competitive
advantage over Teledyne by virtue of the knowledge Boeing acquired
in the performance of a design study for the Precision Locator Strike
System (PLSS), a potential payload for the aircraft to be developed
under the cdiitrict in question. Teledyne relates Boeing's asserted
superior knowledge regarding PLSS payload requiienients to Boeing's
design of more volume for the payload than was requirdd by the RFP
(115 cu. ft. vs. 00 cu. ft.) and the technical merit accorded to the
Bieing design by the Air Force as a result, all to Teledyne's com-
petitive disadvantage. Also Teledyne arserts that Boeing had an
unfair advantage because it worked with the same Air Force person-
nel under the study contract who prepared the technical portion of
the RFP under protest.

It is the position of the Air Force that Boeing gained no competi-
tive advantage 'over Tile~dyne because the, study contractfiznquestion
relited to the Precision Emitter Locator Strike System (PELSS) for
maimed aircraft; that PELSS was potentially only one component of
the PLSS; that the known data necessary for the technical proposal
relating to weight, volume and electrical requirements for the
potential PLSS payload was equally available to both competitors f or
this procurement and that this was the data used in the evaluation of
both technical proposals; that the Boeing study contract was one of
two competitive contracts involving design/trade studies and prepa-
ration of proposals for the full scale development of the PELSS, the
results of which were delivered by both competitors approximately
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4 weeks after the receipt of propnualu for the contract in controversy
and that neither of those PELSS proposals had been selected for full
scale development even as of the date the instant protest was lodged.
Moreover, the Air Force asaerta that both the Boeing and Teledyne
proposed designs were determined to be equally cpoable of carrying
the PLSS payload and had satisfactory interface requirements. The
Air Force also states that the evaluation did not address the RPVIs
abiltl to carry any specific payload, and that the technical merit
fforded Boeing's larger than required equipment compartment volume

was not related to PLSS accommodation.

We find no evidence of unfair competitive advantage. Cuir review
of the record does not support the charge that the Air Fbrce withheld
any information regarding payload riquirements for the Cdmpass.
Cope RPV or that the Air Force evaltators based their evaluation of
the technict:i merits of either prbposal on si;'ch undisclosed informa-
tion. Nor are we able to conclude that Boeing's study contract con-
ferred any favored treatment on it as a resalt of working with the Air
Force person'iel concerned with the PELSS project.

From the record, it is clear that both firms' proposed designs
were considered by the evaluation team as acceptable for the poten-
tial PLSS package, as well as any multiple payloads. The difference
between the two design approaches in this regard was the location of
the additional payload's volume and weight. As stated by evaluators:

"[Thve payload vsolurie/weight required by the RFP
was 60 cu. ft. /12U0 lbs. which will accommodate
all expected single Compass Code payloads. The
RFP also required a capability to carry up to 2000
ibr. with some reduction in performance (mission
altitude and/or endurance) allowed. This latter
requirement is to accommodate multiple payloads
for combined missions. Part of this payload could
be carried in other ocations in the vehicle or in
pods. The large volume. prop6sed by Boeing will
allow carrying multiple payloads up to 2000 lbs.
internally. * * * the large payload volune * * *
should provide a significant improvement in
operational flexibility of the system."

The protseter's allegation th'at 'he Air Force withheld essential
information without evidence of the fact is not sufficient to controvert
the agency's assertions to the contrary. Aerospace Engineering
Services Corporation, B-184050, March 9, 1976, 76-1 CPD 164. While
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conceivably Boeing may haze acquired knowledge of the PLSS as a
result of its PELSS studies, we are unable to conclude that the infor-
mation made available to Teledyne was incomplete for the purpose of
preparing the technical proposal.

The record shows that Boeing's proposal was considered to offer
substantial advantages in this regard because of the way it treated the
2, 000 pound payload requirement and the resiilting operational flexi-
bility achieved through the use of a removable/interchangeable payload
compartment module. Clearly the 2, 000 pound payload capacity was
a requirement of the RFP. The detachable and interchangeable pay-
load compartment features offered obvious operational advantages.
mince payloads could be mounted within the compartment, checked out
and prepared for a mission without affecting the availability of the air
vehicle for-other missions. Obviously. the Air Force evaluators
would consider the manner in which the payload requirements were
treated by each offeror in the context of considering the "technical
excellence and appropriateness of the design to meet * * * opera-
tional performance requirements and goals." We think it clear that
the evaluators, consistent with the evaluation criteria, would give
credit for an offer proposing an innovative approach such as a detach-
able payload compartment of sufficient volume to carry the entire
2;000 pound payload requirement, even though the RFP did not specif-
ically state that such was a requirement. There is nothing in the RFP
which limits the'payload compartment to the 60 cu. ft. /1, 200 pound
capa&ity specified or requires that the additional capacity be
relegated elsewhere in or on the vehicle. Teledyne's contention in
this regard is denied.

Credit for Prototype Performance

The RFP Executive Summary letter states in pertinent part
that:

"System performance requirements should
be viewed as the best estimate of currently uider-
stood operations requirements. The offeror must
address both required and'desired performdance
specification. * * * The, Govertim'ent's interest is
to provide considerableflexibility to each bfferor
to propose a program-{which 'tail'eamaximum advan-

Te5 paseasibi-,demonstration expertencesB
system engieerin studies, to produce a +P 4*
system that has acceptable performance and is
within cost objectives." (Emphasis added.)

Liz N~~~~~~~~~~~~ 6 j
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Protester's complaints regarding prototype activity involve
basically what it believes to have been discriminatory actions by the
Government in failing to consider what it tetms its "exemplary pro-
totype program. " According to Teledyne, its program was more
successful than Boeing's, yet that performance was not considered
in proposal evaluation8 while Boeing's was. Teledyne states that it
concentrated its efforts on subsystem design (advanced turbofan
engine, use of on-board computer control for redundancy manage-
ment as examples), but that in order to meet RFP requirements
configuration changes to the prototype were obviously necessary.
Teledyne states that the Air Force's concern with its new air foil
(wing) design was unfair in view of its lauccessful prototype demon-
stration (17 flights). The protester states that in contrast the Air
Force accepted the three-flight Boeing demonstration as a lesser
risk.

Our review of the technical evaluation indicates that whatever
minor risk was attributed to the use of a new air foil design was
entirely consistent with the Executive summary letter. The pro-
posed Boeing design incorporated the same wing used in its proto-
type studies, while Teledyne chose a wing design which differed
from that used in its prototypes. The slight risk attributed to the
untested Teledyne wing was not, therefore, a matter of crediting
one prototype program to the exclusion of the other, rather it was
a matter of assecaingthe risk of using a previously tested design
versus an untested design.. Sec, B-171349. November 17. 1971.
Moreover, the technicallchotE-of Boeing over Teledyne was made
not on the basis of individual deficiencies or strengths of either
firm, but rather on a consideration of the overall approach of both
firms, and what appears to uu to be a reasonable determination of
the total and operational utility of one design over the other.

An we stated in Aplied Sems Corporation B-181696.
October 19, 1974, 74-2 FWIU5F

"* *** It is not the function of. our Office to
ei'luate proposals and we will not substitute our
judgment for that of-the Cozi ~racting officials by
making an independent-determination as to which
offeror in a negotiated procurement should be
rated first and thereby receive an award.
B-164522(l), February 24, 1969. The overall
determination of the relative desirability and
technical adequacy of proposals is primarily a
function of the procuring agency and. in this re -
gard, we have recognized that the contracting
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officer enjoys a reasonable range of discretion
in the evaluation of proposals and in the deter-
mination of which offer or proposal is to be
accepted for award as in the Government's best
interest. B-178887(2), April 10, 1974, B-176077(6),
January 25, 1973. Since determinations as to the
needs of the Governments are the responsibility
of the procuring activity concerned, the judgment
of such activity's specialists and technicians as to
the technical adequacy of proposals submitted in
response to the agency's statement of its needs
ordinarily will be accepted by our Office.
B-175331, May 10, 1972. Such determination will
be sanctioned by our Office only upon a clear
showing of unreasonableness, an arbitrary abuse
of discretion, or a violation of the procurement
statutes and regulations. B-179603, April 4, 1974;
B-175077(6). January 26, 1973.

Based on our review of the record and relevant portions oa the
technical evaluation reports, we believe that the selection of the
Boeing proposal as technically superior had a reasonable basis,
and we therefore have no reason to question that determinatior

Cost Comparison Techniques

Protester's next ground for protest is that the Air Foice's cost
comparison techniques lacked credibility. In this connection,
Teledyne points out that while Boeiig's best and final offer was less
than Teledyne's for the contract awarded (Phase I) ($81. 85 million
vs. $87. 68 million, including Government furnished property [GFP]),
Boeing was higher for the total program ($179. 58 million vs. $182. 73
million based on development cost, not to exceed price, 2nd GFP.
However, Government estimates of the most probable cost for the
total development and production program determined the total pro-
gram cost for the offerors to be $229. 78 million for Boeing and
$240. 54 million for Teledyne.

Essential to an understanding of the protester's contentions is a
familiarity with the Design-To-Cost (DTC) goal concepts included in
the solicitation, and their application to the cost evaluation factors.
The Joint Design-To-Cost Guide (1973) issued by the Departments of
the Army. Navy and Air Force, defines DTC as a process utilizing
unit cost goals as thresholds for managers and as design parameters

-a 8-
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for engineers. The DTC goal represents what the Government has
established as an amount it in willing to pay for a unit of military
equipment or major subsystem which meets established and measure-
able performance requirements at a specified production quantity
and rate during a specified time. Unit production costs are only
one aspect of the Life Cycle Cost (LCC) to the Government. the
latter being defined as the total cost to the Government of acquisi-
tion and ownership, including the cost of development, acquisition,
operation, support and disposal. DOD Directive 5000. 28, May 23,
1975. Am conceived, therefore, DTC is a design parameter to be
considered in the acquisition of major military hardware, and conse-
quently is directly related to the specific designs proposed by offerors
in the negotiation of design and development contracts. The realism
of those goals as related to the proposed designs and the LCC of
those designs (to the extent they can be measured) are part of the
award evaluation.

The RFP contained B-1e requirement that offerors propose
DTC goals in their proposils for the Phase I development contract,
as well as not to exceed (NTE) prices for the anticipated Phase II
production portion of the procurement. The NTE price, applicable
to the production of 20 aircraft and 2 ground control communica-
tion systems is included in the Phase I contract; however, the
Phase II contract is to be negotiated only when development is
completed some years hence.

As conceived by the RFP, the Phase II NTE price is based on
the negotiated DTC goal (as adjusted), e.g., an agreed sum is added
to the DTC unit prices to determine the equivAlent NTE unit prices.
Ajustment occurs in the DTC goal during the course of development
as the hardware is refined, as engineering changes occur, and
because of inflation.

The development contract iequires that the contractor submit
a Fixed Price Incentive Fee (FPIF) proposal for Phase II production
upon completionrofothe develropment contract, with the NTE (for the
principal porti6n of the procurement) as the ceiling price and the DTC
au the target cost. ,However, 'the contract also provides for modifi-
cation of the developed hardware if the contractor is "unable to pro-
pose at prices the same as or less than the [adjusted] DTC prices"
with consequent downward adjustment in the target cost and profit.
In other words, there is no firm obligation to manufacture the hard-
ware at the DTC as ultimately determined, and certainly not within
the NTE price agreed to in Phase I. Consequently, although the NTE
appears to be a fixed ceiling for the contract to be negotiated some

i-
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time in the future, it In subject to fluctuation because of the continu-
ing refinement of the DTC goal through the development phase, which
of necessity bears a direct relationship to the technical design
approach proposed by each offeror in the RFP.

Teledyne's complaints regarding the Air Force cost evaluation
techniques are based on the asserted failure of the Alr Force to
consider the NTE prices offered for Phase II production, relying
instead on parametric estimating to arrive at the most probable
cost to the Government. Protester asserts that the NTE is a ceiling
and that it is impossible for the parametric price estimate to be more
indicative of "most probable cost" to the Government.

Teledyne states that "([based upon published information, it
would appear that [Teledyne's] best and final offer for Phase I was
somewhat higher than Boeing's Phase I offer [and that] Boeing's
NTE ceiling price for phase II was considerably higher than TRA's
* * *. " Teledyne asserts that it was advised at the debriefing that
the sole basis for price evaluation was a parametric estimating
technique and that the Phase II DTC/NTE ceiling proposed amounts
were not used. Teledyne characterizes as "inconceivable that any
one could ignore substantial pricing documentation in favor of para-
metric estimates. "

The Air Force, on the other hand, asserts that in estimating
most probable cost, the cost data was not ignored as alleged and
that the parametric data was not the sole basis of the Gover-nent's
most probable cost estimates. The Air Force states that para-
metric estimates were made of the costs associated with airframe
integration, system test and evaluation and program management;
that 'grass roots" estimates were used for the proposed propulsion
systems along with engineering cost estimates for their modifica-
tion for use with the air vehicle; "grass roots" estimates for costs
associated with avionics and computer software were used. In. addi-
tion, the Air Force says that offeror-supplied data for computation
of the non air vehicle and ground control communication system
Phase UIproduction costs were used, while standard Air Force cost
factors were applied for operation and support costs. The Air Force
also states that the Phase II NTE amounts were not used in computing
the most probable cost to the Government to acquire, operate and sup-
port system, because these amounts were not fixed. The Air Force
also advises that the SSA had the full benefit for comparison of eachl
offeror's proposed costs and the Government's estimates of most
probable costs, and that contractor selection was based on "an inte-
grated assessment of the cost, as pronosed by the parties compared
with Government estimates of the most probable cost thereof," as
stated in the RFP.

- 10 -
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Our examination of the Air Force independent cost estimating
models uved t determine the most probable cost for the develop-
ment prorluctisi ardl operating phases confirms the Air. Force state-
meznt. In the area of tooling carryover credits from the prior pro-
totype programs, for example, Teledyne received 80 percent credit
and Boeing 90 percent, factors which appear reasonable in view of
the similarity of the Boeing proposed design and its prototype. For
the production phase, the parametric model was based on historical
data derived from prior Teledyne and Northrop RPV experience,
while estimates for operating and supnort costs were based on
standard Air Force factors as well as offerors' estimates.

On the other hand, each of the offeror's proposals for both
Phase I mad Phase II were fully reviewed for the purpose of nego-
tiation based on technical analysis of each proposal, and in light
of DCAA, DCAS_ and Air Force cost team reviews of the prime
and major subcontractor proposals. Moreover, life cycle cost
esti nates were developed for the three operational scenarios
specified for evaluation in the contract on Lie basis of information
supplied by the offerors as well an by use c,f standard Air Force
data. In short. the record shows that the cost analysis was
complete, thorough, and was applied equally to both offerors.

We recognize. that the Goverrnment'i independent cost estimate
of the program costs could only provide educated guesses for com-
parison with the offerors' projections, but we think the misunder-
standing in this case is based primarily on the protester'sa ssertion
that the NTE price offered in its proposal is to be equated witha
firm ceiling. As we have pointed out, earlier, the NTE price is not
fixed, but is rather a factor of the DTC and consequently very much
related to the specific design approaches proposed. In addition, the
NTE only covers the air vehicle (excluding propulsion systems) and
the ground control communication system but does not include sup-
port equipment, training, project management, data management,
and s'parer (all of which were estimated for budgetary planning
purposes at approximately 30 million dollars).

The Joint Design-To-Cost Guide, supra specifically recognizes
that the normal practice of separate technical and cost evaluation of
an offeror's proposal might not suffice in the evali.ation of proposed
technical approaches for the purpose of determining the creditability
of each offeror's production estimates, and recognizes the use of
parametric and engineering estimates as necessary evaluation tools.
Moreover, the contract. awarded to Boeing for the development of the
RPV was a CPIF contract, and we have specifically recognized that
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evaluated costs rather than proposed costa provides a sounder basis
for determining the most advantageous proposal to the Government
in a cost reimbursement environment. 52 Comp. Gen. 870, 874
(1973); Morris Guralnick Associates, Inc., B-185956, July 13, 1976,
76-2 CrD 40.

A procuring agency's judgment as to the methods used in
developing Government 6ost estimates and the conclusions reached
in evaluating the proposed costs are entitled tojkreat weight, since
the agencies are &nsthe best position to determine cost realismi and
corresponding technical approaches and must bear the major criti-
cism for any difficulties experienced by reas oi of a defective anal-
ysis. Raytheon Company, 54 Comp. Gen. 169 (1974), 74-2 CPD 137.
We have also recognized that the Government's estimates of costs
in the award of cost type contracts are no more than informed judg-
ments of what costs would be incurred by the acceptance of a partic-
ular proposal, and that although the judgment may or may not prove
to be accurate as the contract progresses, hindsight would not serve
to invalidate a judgment made at the time of award. Gry Advertising,
Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 1111 (1976). 76-1 CPD 325. We eeve ta t
same principles are applicable in this case even though a form of
fixed price contracting is contemplated as part of the total program
at some future date. We have no basis to conclude that the cost
evaluation methods were improper or lacking in credibility.

Conclusion

The ground rules for the selection of the development contractor
in this case were fully and completely set forth in the RFP, including
notice that the selection process involved subjective judgments in the
proposal analysis. We are of the opinion that the Air Force evalua-
tors had a reasonable basis for concluding that the Boeing design was
superior oven-ll. In addition, we believe that the record adequately
demonstrates that the offerors' proposed costs for the development
contract were reasonably evaluated and that the most probable cost
to the Government was determined utilizing reasonable estimating
techniques equally applied to both offerors.

We have consistently held that the source selection authority is
vested with a considerable range of discretion, and in exercising that
discretion, it is subject only to the test of rationality. Grey Advsrtlsln g.
suara. The selection of the contractor ultimately remali'h-iWefut[ion
&1th SSA, with our role being limited to testing the reasonableness of
the result. Lockheed Propulsion Company. 53 Camp. Gen. 977 (1974).
74-1 CPD 339. We believe the record demonstrates the SSA selection
to have been rationally founded and in accordance with the evaluation
criteria included in the RFP.
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The protest is denied.

Deputy ComptrZ enmt
of the United States
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